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UNITED STATES HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Committee on Standards of Official Conduct

Investigative Subcommittee
__________________________________________

In the Matter of 

Representative Charles B. Rangel

__________________________________________

)
)
)
)
)
)
)

RESPONDENT’S MOTION FOR BILL OF PARTICULARS

Pursuant to Rule 22(b) of this Committee’s Rules of Procedure, Respondent Charles B. 

Rangel, by counsel, respectfully moves the Investigative Subcommittee to furnish him with a bill 

of particulars as to the Statement of Alleged Violation (“SAV”) served upon him on June 17, 

2010 as follows:  

1. With regard to the allegations in paragraphs 25-26, 31, 36, 38, 40-42, 49, 55, 61, 

63, 65, 73, 74-75, 78, 81, 90-92, and 172-73 of the SAV, Respondent requests that the 

Investigative Subcommittee provide the following information with particularity:

a. On what dates did each of the entities or individuals referenced in these

paragraphs do business with the House, what was that business and during what 

period of time was that business pending?

b. On what dates did each of these entities or individuals have interests that might be 

substantially affected by the performance or nonperformance of Respondent’s 

official duties, what were those interests and during what period of time were 

those interests pending?
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c. On what dates did each of these entities or individuals seek official action from 

the House, what was that official action and during what period of time was the 

request pending?

d. As to each of the foregoing identify the person or persons who communicated on 

behalf of the entity or person listed in the above-referenced paragraphs and 

identify the Member or Members of Congress and/or Committee and/or staff 

members with whom those communications occurred.

e. As to each letter or personal communication alleged in the above-reference 

paragraphs and/or alleged solicitation referenced in paragraph 188, identify each 

recipient’s pending business before the House or request for official action or then 

existing interest that could be substantially affected by Respondent’s performance 

of his official duties.

2. With respect to the allegation in paragraph 48, provide the date “in early 2006” on 

which you alleged Respondent suggested that CCNY officials contact AIG and for that 

date provide the information requested in paragraph 1.

3. With respect to the allegation in paragraph 80, state the dates of the meetings 

attended by Respondent, identify for each any others in attendance, and describe the 

substance of the communications.

4. For each issues listed in paragraph 88, specify when it was pending, how it was 

raised and by whom, and which entity or individual identify in the paragraphs cited in 

number 1 above were affected by the issue.

5. To what issues does paragraph 88 refer by the use of the term “inter alia” and 

provide for each the information requested in paragraph 4 above?
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6. State the monetary value to Respondent of each direct or indirect “gratuity, favor, 

discount, entertainment, hospitality, loan, forbearance or other item having monetary 

value” alleged in paragraph 190.

MEMORANDUM OF POINTS AND AUTHORITIES

The grounds for this motion are set forth in Committee Rule 19(f) and the Due Process 

Clause of the Fifth Amendment to the United States Constitution together with principles of 

fundamental fairness.  The requested information is necessary to give Respondent fair notice of 

the charges and a meaningful opportunity to prepare a defense.

Dated:  June 22, 2010
Respectfully submitted,

/s/
Leslie B. Kiernan
Deborah J. Jeffrey
Jason Knott
ZUCKERMAN SPAEDER LLP
1800 M Street, NW
Washington, DC  20036
Telephone:  (202) 778-1800
Facsimile:  (202) 822-8106

Attorney for Respondent



















UNITED STATES HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Committee on Standards of Official Conduct

Investigative Subcommittee

)
)

In the Matter of )
)

Representative Charles B. Rangel )
)

____________________________________________________________________________

)

RESPONDENT’S MOTION TO DISMISS

Respondent, through counsel, hereby moves pursuant to Standards Committee Rule 22(c)

to dismiss the counts and/or allegations of the Statement of Alleged Violation issued June 17,

2010 (“SAV”) identified below. As grounds for this motion, Respondent states as follows:

1. The SAV fails to state facts that constitute a violation of the Member’s Handbook

or 31 U.S.C. § 1301 or the Code of Official Conduct (Count VII).

2. The SAV fails to state facts that constitute a violation of the Code of Ethics for

Government Service, clause 5 (Count II).

3. The SAV fails to state facts that constitute a violation of the House Gift Rule

(Count III).

4. The SAV fails to state facts that constitute a violation of the Ethics in Government

Act and House Rule XXVI with respect to 2008 (Count IX).

5. The SAV fails to state facts that constitute a violation of 18 U.S.C. § 1719 (Count

V).

6. The SAV fails to state facts that constitute a violation of Clause 5 of the Code of

Ethics for Government Service with respect to Lenox Terrace (Count X).



7. The Committee lacks jurisdiction to consider the allegations contained in the

SAy.

A Memorandum of Points and Authorities in Support of this Motion and a proposed

Order granting this Motion are enclosed.

Respectfully submitted,
Dated: June 28, 2010

Is! Leslie B. Kiernan
Leslie B. Kiernan
Deborah J. Jeffrey
Jason M. Knott
ZUCKERMAN SPAEDER LLP
1800 M Street, NW
Washington, DC 20036
Telephone: (202) 778-1800
Facsimile: (202) 822-8106

Attorneysfor Respondent
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UNITED STATES HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Committee on Standards of Official Conduct

Investigative Subcommittee

)
)

In the Matter of )
)

Representative Charles B. Rangel )
)

_________________________________________________________________________________

)

EPROPOSED1 ORDER

Pursuant to Committee Rule 22(c)(2), the Investigative Subcommittee having considered

Respondent’s Motion to Dismiss and any further briefing and argument thereon, it is by the

Investigative Subcommittee this

____

day of , 2010, ORDERED:

1. Count VII of the Statement of Alleged Violation issued June 17, 2010 (the

“SAy”) is hereby dismissed for failure to state facts that constitute a violation of the Member’s

Handbook or 31 U.S.C. § 1301 or the Code of Official Conduct.

2. Count II of the SAV is hereby dismissed for failure to state facts that constitute a

violation of the Code of Ethics for Government Service, clause 5.

3. Count III of the SAV is hereby dismissed for failure to state facts that constitute a

violation of the House Gift Rule.

4. With respect to Respondent’s 2008 financial disclosure statement, Count IX of the

SAV is hereby dismissed for failure to state facts that constitute a violation of the Ethics in

Government Act and House Rule XXVI.

5. With respect to the allegation that Respondent violated 18 U.S.C. § 1719, Count

V of the SAV is dismissed for. failure to state facts that constitute a violation of that statute.



6. Count X of the SAV is hereby dismissed for failure to state facts that constitute a

violation of the Code of Ethics for Government Service, clause 5.

7. With respect to the allegations that Respondent violated federal tax law and

federal criminal law, the Committee lacks jurisdiction to consider and rule on those allegations,

and they are hereby dismissed from the SAy.

Gene Green
Chair

Copies to:
Leslie B. Kiernan
Zuckerman Spaeder LLP
1800 M Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20036

2















































 

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
 

111TH CONGRESS 
 

2d Session 
 
 
 
 

COMMITTEE ON STANDARDS OF OFFICIAL CONDUCT 
 
 
 
 

INVESTIGATIVE SUBCOMMITTEE REPORT 
 
 
 
 
 

IN THE MATTER OF REPRESENTATIVE CHARLES B. RANGEL 
REGARDING MATTERS WITHIN ITS JURISDICTION ON ISSUES  
NOT REFERENCED IN STATEMENT OF ALLEGED VIOLATION 

 
 
 
 
 
 

JULY 21, 2010 
 
 
  



  

2 
 

The Committee on Standards of Official Conduct (Standards Committee) established an 
investigative subcommittee on September 24, 2008, to conduct an inquiry regarding 
Representative Charles B. Rangel. Among the items included in the investigative 
subcommittee’s inquiry was Representative Rangel’s compliance with Committee on House 
Administration Rules regarding storage of a vehicle in a House garage, lot, or designated parking 
area. 

Pursuant to Standards Committee Rule 19(g), where an investigative subcommittee does 
not adopt a Statement of Alleged Violation, the subcommittee is required to transmit to the 
Standards Committee a report containing a summary of the information received in the inquiry, 
its conclusions and reasons therefore, and any appropriate recommendation. 
 

The Investigative Subcommittee examined Representative Rangel’s use of House parking 
facilities since January 2003.1 The Investigative Subcommittee did not adopt any count in a 
Statement of Alleged Violation regarding Representative Rangel’s compliance with Committee 
on House Administration Rules regarding storage of a vehicle in a House garage, lot, or 
designated parking area.  
 
I. Background 

A. Committee on House Administration Parking Policies 

The Committee on House Administration (House Administration) has jurisdiction over 
the parking facilities of the House of Representatives.2 At the beginning of each Congress, staff 
members with parking receive a “permit” which is affixed to the registered vehicle.3 Each 
Member receives two “Member plates” which can be placed in the windshield of any car they are 
driving or being driven in.4 

 
House Administration issues parking policies that govern parking facilities. During the 

relevant period, two parking policies were in effect – a March 1999 policy and a May 2005 
policy (collectively, the “Parking Policies”).5  

 
The Parking Policies prohibited individuals from storing vehicles in House parking 

facilities. The March 1999 policy stated: 
 

                                                 
1 See Committee Rule 18(d) generally limiting inquiries to alleged violations that occurred within the three previous 
Congresses.  
2 House Rule X, clause 1(j)(13). 
3 Transcript of Investigative Subcommittee Interview of Roderick J. Myers, Director of the House Office of Parking 
and Garages Security (hereinafter Myers Tr.) at 8. 
4 Myers Tr. at 9. 
5 A new policy went into effect on January 3, 2009. See Exhibit 6 (CSOC.CBR.00027038-42). 
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Vehicles may not be stored in unreserved spaces in House garages, 
lots, or designated on-street parking areas. “Stored” is defined as a 
vehicle continuously parked in an unreserved space for more than 
forty-five consecutive calendar days. Stored vehicles will be 
considered to be parked in violation of the applicable regulations 
stated herein.6 

 
The May 2005 policy stated: 
 

Vehicles, including motorcycles and bicycles, may not be stored in 
unreserved spaces in House garages, lots, or designated on-street 
parking areas. “Stored” is defined as being continuously parked in 
an unreserved space for more than forty-five consecutive calendar 
days or a vehicle that does not display both a current parking 
permit and valid license plates.7 

 
The Parking Policies permitted individuals with reserved parking spots to park in those spots 
indefinitely.8 Members were permitted to have up to two reserved spots.9 Unlike unreserved 
parking, reserved spots result in income being imputed, for tax purposes, to the holder of the 
reserved spot. The March 1999 policy stated: 
 

A person who reserves an indoor space incurs additional taxable 
income as a working condition fringe benefit. Under the tax code 
and IRS regulations, Members and their employees have imputed 
taxable income to the extent that the fair market value of 
Government-provided parking exceeds $175.00/month. The fair 
market value of an indoor space at the House of Representatives is 
$290.00/month and therefore the imputed taxable income is 
$115.00/month. These amounts are subject to change.10 

                                                 
6 Exhibit 1 (CSOC.CBR.00027026-29). 
7 Exhibit 2 (CSOC.CBR.00027034-37). Myers testified that it was not a violation of the parking policy for a 
Member to have expired license plates, and, even if it were a violation, no enforcement action would have been 
taken against a Member. Myers Tr. at 15-16, 23. 
8 Exhibit 1 at CSOC.CBR.00027028; Exhibit 2 at CSOC.CBR.27036. 
9 Myers Tr. at 18-19.   
10 Exhibit 1 at CSOC.CBR.00027029. The May 2005 policy contains similar language, with the amount of imputed 
taxable income set at $100.00/month. Exhibit 2 at CSOC.CBR.00027037. Pursuant to the tax laws, certain fringe 
benefits are considered taxable income, including some types of employer-provided parking. 26 U.S.C. § 132(a)(5). 
Where the value of the parking exceeds an amount set by the tax laws and regulations, that additional amount is 
considered imputed income, which is subject to tax. 26 U.S.C. § 132(f)(2)(B) (parking valued at less than 
$175/month is excluded from gross income). Because the value of a reserved parking space at House parking 
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 When a violation of the parking policy occurred, the Parking Policies included 
procedures for notifying the individual.11 These notifications included providing several forms of 
notice before taking any action.12 These notifications, however, were only applied to staff, and 
not Members.13  
 

A new parking policy was issued at the beginning of the 111th Congress. With respect to 
storage of vehicles, the policy provides: 
 

Staff vehicles, including motorcycles and bicycles, may not be 
stored in unreserved spaces in House garages, lots, or designated 
on-street parking areas. “Stored” is defined as being continuously 
parked in an unreserved space for more than fourteen (14) 
consecutive calendar days. A vehicle not displaying both a current 
parking permit and valid license plates will be considered a 
“stored” vehicle.14 
 

The current parking policy, therefore, does not appear to prohibit Members from storing vehicles 
in unreserved parking. 
 

B. Representative Rangel’s Use of House Parking Garage 

During the 108th Congress, Representative Rangel had two vehicles registered with 
House Parking, a PT Cruiser and a Mercedes.15 In the 109th and 110th Congresses, Representative 
Rangel had only one vehicle registered with House Parking, the PT Cruiser.16 Representative 
Rangel had reserved parking, which he used for the PT Cruiser.17 

 
Representative Rangel also kept his Mercedes parked in a House garage for a number of 

years. Although the record does not clearly indicate how long the car was in the House garage or 
whether it was ever moved, it is likely that the car was stored for more than 45 consecutive days. 

                                                                                                                                                             
facilities exceeds the amount set by the tax laws, that additional value results in imputed income to individuals with 
reserved parking. 
11 Exhibit 1 at CSOC.CBR.00027029; Exhibit 2 at CSOC.CBR.00027037. 
12 Exhibit 1 at CSOC.CBR.00027029; Exhibit 2 at CSOC.CBR.00027037. 
13 Myers Tr. at 13. 
14 Exhibit 6 at CSOC.CBR.00027040 (emphasis added). 
15 Exhibit 3 (CSOC.CBR.00029395). 
16 Exhibit 4 (CSOC.CBR.00029396); Exhibit 5 (CSOC.CBR.00028397). Representative Rangel, like all Members, 
was entitled to park a second car in the House parking facilities, using his second Member plate. See Myers Tr. at 
17-18. 
17 Exhibit 4 (CSOC.CBR.00029396); Exhibit 5 (CSOC.CBR.00028397); Transcript of Investigative Subcommittee 
Interview of Representative Charles B. Rangel (hereinafter Rangel Tr.) at 223-24; Myers Tr. at 17. 
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Myers testified he had seen the car in the garage at least since 2003.18 Myers further testified 
that, although he had been contacted once to jump-start the car, he had never seen it driven out of 
the garage.19 Myers said that, although it “appeared that [the car] hadn’t moved,” he could not 
“prove” it because the parking service is only open for 16 hours and the car may have been 
moved between 11 p.m. and 7 a.m. when no one from his office was present.20   

When asked if the Mercedes ever stayed in the parking garage more than forty-five days 
at a time, Representative Rangel responded, “I don’t [sic] know where it was until someone told 
me that it was in the garage. I didn’t see it. Well, at one time I knew it was near my car. And then 
another time some Member told me they saw the car.”21 Similarly, when asked if he knew how 
long the car stayed in the garage, Representative Rangel stated, “I don’t know. I was reminded it 
was in the garage when I read it in the New York Post.”22 Similarly, Representative Rangel said 
“I don’t really remember” when asked when he had last driven the car, continuing, “No one told 
me that – the car was there. I read it in the Post. I didn’t know it was there. But no one told me 
that the car shouldn’t be there. I had no notice and whatnot.”23 

 
II. Analysis 

 The applicable written Parking Policies prohibited the storage of vehicles in unreserved 
parking spots. The investigative subcommittee’s inquiry found, however, that the written policy 
regarding storage was not enforced against Members. Under the current parking policy, 
Members are not prohibited from storing vehicles in unreserved parking spots.  
 
 While Representative Rangel appears to have stored his Mercedes for more than 45 days 
in violation of the written Parking Policies, the actual practice of the Parking Office was not to 
take action against parking violations by a Member. Because of that practice, the Parking Office 
did not provide any type of notice to Representative Rangel, as it would have to a staff member 
who was in violation of the Parking Policies.24  
 

In light of these circumstances, the investigative subcommittee determined that 
Representative Rangel’s conduct with respect to compliance with the Parking Policies did not 
rise to the level warranting charging it as a count in a Statement of Alleged Violation.   
 

                                                 
18 Myers Tr. at 25. 
19 Id. at 26, 29. 
20 Id. at 27. 
21 Rangel Tr. at 224. 
22 Id. at 225. 
23 Id. 
24 See, e.g., Myers Tr. at 15. 
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III. Recommendations 

The investigative subcommittee is concerned about the lack of enforcement of the 
parking policies established by House Administration. While it is within the purview of House 
Administration to determine what parking policies it deems appropriate, the policies adopted 
should be enforced. Further, to the extent that the value of storage of a vehicle by Members 
exceeds the fringe benefit limitation set by the tax laws and regulations, resulting in imputed 
income to the Members who are storing their vehicles in unreserved parking, House 
Administration should take appropriate steps to ensure that such income is attributed to those 
Members. 

 
The subcommittee recommends the following: 
 

1. The Standards Committee take no further action against Representative 
Charles B. Rangel with respect to his compliance with Committee on 
House Administration Rules regarding storage of a vehicle in a House 
garage, lot, or designated parking area; and 

2. The Standards Committee consider making a recommendation to House 
Administration that House Administration examine its rules regarding 
parking and the enforcement of those rules. 
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